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1. Introduction
Language learning strategies (LLS) have been a major focus of 
research in second and foreign language (L2) learning studies over the 
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past forty years. The motive behind this endeavor was the observation 
that the use of LLS has links to success in language learning. As learner 
autonomy and learner-centered pedagogy came under the spotlight (Holec, 
1981; Zimmerman, 1989), these two concepts echoed the growing interest 
in LLS as a pivotal contributor to successful language learning. Language 
learners need to take on active roles along the path of learning, and hence 
they need to acquire LLS to enable them to regulate their own learning 
(Griffiths, 2018; Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2018). Research indicates that a 
high L2 proficiency not only links with the frequency of LLS use but also 
with the level of flexibility and appropriateness of LLS use (Vandergrift, 
2003; Wong & Nunan, 2011; Zhang, Gu, & Hu, 2008). Further, LLS use 
has been associated with a range of factors, such as cultural membership 
and nationality (see Oxford, 2002), gender (Khalil, 2005; Radwan, 2011; 
Wharton, 2000), learning styles (Chou, 2017; Ma & Oxford, 2014), L2 
beliefs (Abedini, Rahimi, & Zare-ee, 2011; Yang, 1999), age (Magogwe & 
Oliver, 2007), and higher academic performance in content areas (Ardasheva 
& Tretter, 2013a; Diseth, 2011).
As above, evidence abounds to indicate that LLS are associated with 
a broad spectrum of variables while, at the same time, recent empirical 
evidence suggests that LLS use depends upon the learners’ belief in 
their capacity to perform specific tasks, which is known as self-efficacy 
(Usher & Pajares, 2008). Thus, self-efficacy has an important place in the 
implementation of LLS use in language learning. Self-efficacy furnishes 
“grit,” with which learners persist and self-regulate their behavior in the 
face of obstacles and challenges. Therefore, possession of strong self-
efficacy might indicate that learners self-regulate appropriate LLS. The 
current inquiry explores the linkage between LLS and self-efficacy beliefs, 
as self-efficacy is purported to be one among other important factors that 
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contribute to an appropriate use of LLS. Despite this potentially important 
role of self-regulation, there is a paucity of research on the possible 
function of self-efficacy and self-regulation in language learning (Anam 
& Stracke, 2016). Before turning to the methodological framework of the 
current study, the article reviews the key literature and presents the study’s 
research questions.
2. Literature Review
2.1 Language learning strategies
LLS are currently recognized as “actions chosen by learners (either 
deliberately or automatically) for the purpose of learning or regulating the 
learning of language” (Griffiths, 2015, p. 426). This definition presupposes 
that successful language learning involves LLS use. While different models 
of strategy taxonomy have been proposed (e.g., O’Malley & Chamot, 1990), 
the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), based on Oxford’s 
(1990) six-category model of LLS, has been the most extensively used 
instrument (e.g., Rose, 2015). This model groups LLS into six categories: 
memory strategies (information storage and retrieval), cognitive strategies 
(comprehension and production), compensation strategies (e.g., coinage, 
paraphrase, and topic avoidance), metacognitive strategies (e.g., planning 
and monitoring), affective strategies (controlling motivation and emotions), 
and social strategies (resorting to cooperative learning with others).
However, the categories need to be understood with a degree of 
caution. Despite much research seeking the factorial structure of the SILL 
across different contexts, empirical support for construct validity remains 
inconclusive. Hsiao and Oxford’s (2002) confirmatory factor analysis 
indicates that room remains for further improvement, such that items 
are non-generic and worded in a way that clarifies the context of LLS 
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use for all respondents. Indeed, the reliance on inventories and learner 
introspection thereof has raised issues of validity, along with those of 
the reliability of self-report measures. Thus, recent research examines 
LLS in context-specific situations, resorting to more fine-tuned research 
approaches, which involve triangulation and in-depth qualitative data that 
provide a finer and more reliable picture of a selected dimension of LLS 
use (Rose, 2015).
2.2 LLS and language proficiency
LLS use has been associated with language proficiency. Research 
repeatedly suggests a general pattern of correlation between higher 
language proficiency and more frequent LLS use. However, there is also 
evidence that no simple linear correspondence exists between proficiency 
growth and greater LLS use, and this gives pause for thought. It is well 
recognized that a high L2 proficiency does link with the level of flexibility 
and also the appropriateness of LLS use (Vandergrift, 2003; Wong & 
Nunan, 2011; Zhang, Gu, & Hu, 2008). That is to say, there may be cases 
in which students use more strategies, but in an ineffective way, and as a 
result, fail to develop a high proficiency sooner.
Proficiency has been measured in past research in a variety of ways, 
such as self-rating scales, language course grades, and placement tests (see 
Magogwe & Oliver, 2007). In the present study, English course grades were 
used to differentiate students into one of three groups—low, moderate, 
and high English proficiency—as is detailed subsequently. This decision 
was made due to the lack of an alternative, common English language 
assessment means tailored for the participants at the research site.
56
Akihiro Saito
2.3 Self-efficacy and self-regulation in language learning
Self-efficacy is concerned with people’s perceived beliefs in their 
capacity to carry out context-specific tasks (Bandura, 1986). People 
cultivate their perceived efficacy beliefs in different degrees of magnitude, 
each of which is linked to different domains of functioning (Bandura, 
2006). For example, a teacher may have a high sense of pedagogic efficacy 
but not of engineering efficacy. Research indicates that a high degree of 
self-efficacy drives learners to engage themselves in the learning process in 
more cognitively, behaviorally, and motivationally active states (Linnenbrink 
& Pintrich, 2003).
There are other closely related but distinct psychological constructs 
than self-efficacy beliefs. Since psychological constructs involve 
measurements, it is necessary to clearly demarcate related but mutually 
exclusive constructs for an accurate and sound measurement. While self-
efficacy involves judgment of confidence to perform specific tasks in a 
context-specific situation, self-esteem is concerned with beliefs about 
oneself but involves an individual’s overall subjective evaluation of self-
worth. Thus, self-esteem “is the positive or negative evaluations of the self, 
as in how we feel about it” (Smith & Mackie, 2007, p. 107). Self-efficacy, 
which is mainly shaped through experiences of mastery, contrasts with 
linguistic self-confidence, too. Linguistic self-confidence concerns one’s 
perceived L2 proficiency, which is subject to the frequency and quality of 
social interaction with communities of speakers of languages other than 
one’s own (Clement, Dornyei, & Noels, 1994).
Since strategies are, in general, learner-initiated, they have ties with 
the field of self-regulation (Rose, 2015). In Vygotskian terms, self-regulation 
is an outcome of mediation (e.g., Vygotsky, 1978). That is, a self-regulated 
learner is a mediated one who develops self-regulation through mediation or 
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assistance in a socio-cultural context. One may become more self-regulated 
through interactions with a more capable other—be it a teacher, a parent, or 
an advanced peer—in the use of language or spoken dialogues. Even when 
the learner is engaged in an independent study, learning is still mediated 
by contact with cultural artefacts, such as books, media, and technology, 
which provide mediation or assistance. Of importance to the current inquiry 
is that language learners’ self-regulated learning strategies display a strong 
link with their self-efficacy. Indeed, self-efficacy beliefs are one among the 
three interacting components which lead to self-regulation, such as goals of 
performance and self-evaluative reactions to performance (Maddux, 2011). 
For instance, there is evidence that self-regulated learning strategies and 
language interpretation strategies differ across high, moderate, and low self-
efficacy profiles (e.g., Kim, Wang, Ahn, & Bong, 2015).
As discussed earlier, recent LLS research adopts more context-specific 
approaches to how strategies are deployed in language learning with in-
depth qualitative methods (Rose, 2015). With the cognizance of this trend 
and necessity, the current study sets out to explore what LLS are preferred 
among the participants, and how these may be mediated by their self-
efficacy and self-regulated learning efficacy beliefs. It is hoped that the data 
obtained from this inquiry yield some useful directions for further research 
and refinements in methodology. Based on this overarching goal of the 
study, the following research questions were formulated:
1)  What are the frequencies of language learning strategies used among the 
participants with different levels of proficiency?
2)  Is there any relationship between language learning self-efficacy and 
self-regulated learning efficacy?
3)  Does the use frequency of LLS vary according to the participants’ 
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proficiency levels?
4)  Does LLS use vary among participants with different levels of language 
learning self-efficacy?
5)  Do participants with different levels of self-regulated learning efficacy 
differ in their use of LLS?
3. Method
3.1 Participants
Data were collected from 43 social science majors newly enrolled at 
a four-year tertiary institution located at the outskirts of one of the greater 
metropolitan areas of Japan. Of the 43 students who participated, 24 were 
male students, and 19 female students. Most students were aged either 
18 or 19 and had learned English for at least six years. They learned 
English as a compulsory course at their institution. The course mainly 
aims to prepare them for taking an English proficiency test, which involves 
assessment of working aural and reading skills and knowledge that are 
used in an international business context.
3.2 Instrumentation
The data were elicited with two scales: the Strategy Inventory for 
Language Learning-English Language Learner (SILL-ELL) Student Form 
(Ardasheva & Tretter, 2013b) and the Self-efficacy in Learning English 
Survey (SELES). The SILL-ELL was used to assess the participants’ use of 
learning strategies. The SILL-ELL is approximately half as long as Oxford’s 
(1990) original SILL, and its six-category model (i.e., memory, cognitive, 
compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social) has been validated 
for use with school-aged English language learners (Ardasheva & Tretter, 
2013b). The current study used a 4-point scale version of this instrument 
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for several reasons. First, the structural validity of the six-category model 
of the full SILL has not been fully established. This validated, 28-item 
version of the SILL has demonstrated that this tested instrument exhibits 
psychometrically sound characteristics as a measure among school-aged 
English language learners (Ardasheva & Tretter, 2013b). Although the 
participants of the current study are university students, the wording of 
the scale items is couched in a comprehensible way, such that the level of 
readability of their content and intent are understood clearly among the 
study’s participants also. Second, the instrument is modified in such a way 
that the theoretical and methodological concerns raised in the literature, 
such as strategy category overlap and consistency of item specificity level, 
are alleviated (Ardasheva & Tretter, 2013b). Finally, the administration of 
the shorter version requires less time, hence there is less chance of fatigue 
effects cropping up such that the data deteriorate.
The SELES was used to measure the participants’ self-efficacy beliefs. 
The instrument consisted of two 4-point subscales: (1) the language 
learning self-efficacy subscale and (2) the self-regulated learning efficacy 
subscale. The subscales contained 10 and seven items respectively. 
According to Bandura (2006), a self-efficacy measure should target 
one’s perceived capability in a specific domain of functioning. Without 
judgment of confidence in capability with regard to specific situational 
demands and circumstances, a scale could raise concerns over its accuracy 
of measurement and the validity of the research outcome. The author, 
therefore, drafted the language learning efficacy subscale items considering 
the context in which the participants learned English at their institution. 
The latter subscale was drawn from the Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulated 
Learning Scale (Usher & Pajares, 2008). This subscale was chosen for use 
in the current study as it has demonstrated good construct and concurrent 
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validities, as well as an internal consistency of .83. The SILL-ELL and 
the self-efficacy subscales together constituted the entire instrumentation, 
which contained 45 items in total. They were translated into Japanese, and 
minor alterations in wording were added for enhanced clarity in translated 
versions. The final questionnaire item at the end of the survey asked 
about the participants’ gender, which was the only piece of demographic 
information elicited in the study.
3.3 Procedure
Informed consent to participate was sought from all the participants, 
and the right to withdraw from the project without any explanation or 
consequence was assured. The data were collected in an online survey 
format. The survey took place in the final week of the first semester of the 
2018 academic year. The participants entered their responses from their 
own mobile devices during class time, at which time they were also asked 
to fill in the end-of-term course evaluation form.
IBM SPSS Statistics Version 22 was used to analyze the data. 
The participants were grouped by the levels of their English language 
proficiency, language learning self-efficacy, and self-regulated learning 
efficacy. The participants’ reported use of learning strategies was analyzed 
for modes of LLS use. For statistical differences in LLS use in relation 
to the levels of participants’ English proficiency, language learning self-
efficacy, and self-regulated learning, Kruskal-Wallis H tests were used. 
Cronbach’s alphas were also computed to examine the internal consistency 
of the scales. During this process, some items had to be omitted so as to 
increase the reliability of the SILL-ELL (i.e., metacognitive strategy item 
5, cognitive strategy items 1 & 5, and compensation strategy item 3). The 
alphas for the self-efficacy subscales were acceptable (language learning 
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self-efficacy [α = .78] and self-regulated learning efficacy [α = .77]) 
(Tables 1 and 2), whereas the alphas of the SILL-ELL came in the range 
of low (α = .56) to acceptable (α = .69) levels (see Appendix A).
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of the Language Learning Self-Efficacy Scale (α = .78)
Items m SD
Language learning self-efficacy 2.58 0.40
1 I am sure that I can act out a dialogue about my favorite sports 
in English.
2.63 0.72
2 I can make a request in English to turn on the air conditioner 
when it is hot in the classroom. 
2.49 0.80
3 I can tell the way if a tourist asks me for directions on the street. 2.67 0.64
4 I can take part in a conversation in English if it is about my 
hobby. 
2.49 0.59
5 I can tell my friends the gist of a short passage read aloud in 
English.
2.79 0.67
6 I can teach an English grammar point to friends if I learn it once. 2.56 0.80
7 I can get the gist when I hear a conversation in English between 
two people. 
2.58 0.54
8 I am sure that I can pronounce English words about business. 2.02 0.67
9 I can get a pass or higher grade for the final exam in English. 2.67 0.75
10 I am able to carry through the tasks and assignments of the 
English class.
2.88 0.63
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics of the Self-Regulated Learning Efficacy Scale (α = .77)
Items m SD
Self-regulated learning efficacy 2.96 0.39
1 How well can you finish your homework on time? 3.23 0.57
2 How well can you study when there are other interesting things 
to do?
2.81 0.50
3 How well can you concentrate on your school work? 3.23 0.48
4 How well can you remember information presented in class and 
in your school books?
2.81 0.59
5 How well can you arrange a place to study at home where you 
won’t get distracted?
2.93 0.67
6 How well can you motivate yourself to do schoolwork? 2.79 0.74
7 How well can you participate in class discussions? 2.91 0.61
62
Akihiro Saito
4. Results
4.1 The overall LLS use and proficiency
To explore the frequencies of LLS use, modes were computed for each 
strategy item. Modes of 1 and 2 are construed to be low in frequency, and 
modes of 3 and 4 to be high in frequency on the 4-point scale employed 
for this study. The modes indicated that most of the memory, cognitive, 
and metacognitive strategies were preferred at moderate to high frequency 
while affective strategies were used at low to moderate frequency (Table 3). 
Further, Kruskal-Wallis H tests were run to detect any significant difference 
in the overall LLS use in relation to the levels of participants’ English 
proficiency (see Appendix B). No statistically significant difference was 
found between participants’ overall LLS use and their proficiency levels 
(χ2(2) = 4.881, p = .087).
Table 3
Reported Use Frequencies of LLS
No Strategy item Category Mode
13 If I can’t think of an English word, I show what I mean with 
my hands.
Com 4
1 I use new English words in a sentence to help me learn them. Mem 3
2 When I hear a new English word I think of a picture to help 
me learn the word.
Mem 3
3 I learn new words by thinking about when I can use them. Mem 3
4 I use rhymes to help me learn new English words. Mem 3
7 I learn new words by thinking about where I first saw them 
on the page, on the board, or on a street sign.
Mem 3
9 I first read a page of text quickly and then go back and read it 
carefully.
Cog 3
10 I look for words in English that are similar to those in my 
own language.
Cog 3
11 I break long words into small parts to figure out what they 
mean.
Cog 3
12 I make summaries of things I hear or read in English. Cog 3
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14 I make up a new word if I can’t think of an English word. Com 3
17 If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word that means 
the same thing.
Com 3
18 I see my English mistakes and try to do better. Met 3
19 I listen well (carefully) when people speak English. Met 3
20 I look for ways to be a better student of English. Met 3
21 I think about how well I am doing in English. Met 3
25 If I don’t understand, I ask English speakers to slow down or 
say it again.
Soc 3
28 I ask for help from English speakers. Soc 3
5 I use flashcards to learn new English words. Mem 2
6 I act out new English words. Mem 2
8 I read for fun in English. Cog 2
15 When I read in English, I don’t look up every new word in a 
dictionary.
Com 2
16 I try to guess (predict) what people will say next in English. Com 2
22 I give myself a gift or a treat when I do well in English. Aff 2
24 I talk to people about how I feel when I am learning English. Aff 2
26 I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. Soc 2
27 I practice English with other students. Soc 2
23 I write in my journal about how I feel when I am learning 
English.
Aff 1
Note. Mem = memory strategy; Cog = cognitive strategy; Com = compensation 
strategy; Met = metacognitive strategy; Aff = affective strategy; Soc = social 
strategy. 
4.2 Language learning self-efficacy and self-regulated learning efficacy
Correlational analyses were used to examine the relationship between 
participants’ language learning self-efficacy beliefs and their self-regulated 
learning efficacy. Results of the Pearson correlation indicated that there was 
a significant positive association between participants’ language learning 
self-efficacy and their self-regulated learning efficacy, r (43) = .602, p = 
.000.
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4.3 LLS use among participants with varying levels of language 
learning self-efficacy  
Correlations were computed between participants’ overall LLS use 
and their language learning self-efficacy. Results of the Pearson correlation 
indicated that participants’ overall LLS use was strongly related to the 
levels of their self-regulated learning efficacy, r(43) = .601, p = .000. 
For further details, Kruskal-Wallis H tests were run to determine any 
significant difference in the use of the six respective LLS categories by the 
participants in relation to the levels of their English learning self-efficacy: 
low (n = 14), moderate (n = 11), and high (n = 18) (see Appendix C). No 
significant differences were obtained among the three groups across the six 
LLS categories.  
4.4 LLS use among participants with varying levels of self-regulated 
learning efficacy  
A correlational analysis was conducted to examine the relationship 
between participants’ overall LLS use and their self-regulated learning 
efficacy beliefs. The results indicated that participants’ overall LLS use was 
strongly related to the levels of their self-regulated learning efficacy, r(43) = 
.589, p = .000. For further details, multiple Kruskal-Wallis H tests were run 
to determine any significant difference in the use of the six respective LLS 
categories by the participants in relation to the levels of their self-regulated 
learning efficacy: low (n = 14), moderate (n = 15), and high (n = 14). The 
participants’ self-regulated learning efficacy differed significantly in relation 
to their metacognitive (χ2(2) = 8.973, p = .011) and social (χ2(2) = 6.387, 
p = .041) LLS use (Table 4; see also Appendix D). Pairwise comparisons 
were made to locate the differences among the three groups using adjusted 
p-values. The results showed that participants who exhibited high self-
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regulated learning efficacy employed metacognitive strategies significantly 
more often than those who possessed low or moderate self-regulated 
learning efficacy. Participants who held high self-regulated learning efficacy 
also differed significantly in social LLS use in comparison to those who 
held low self-regulated learning efficacy. As the r-values, at which the 
differences lay, suggested medium practical significance, self-regulated 
learning efficacy implied a stronger link with metacognitive and social 
strategies than with the other strategy categories.  
Table 4
Mean Rank Scores, Adjusted p-Values, and Effect Size for LLS Use in Relation to 
Self-Regulated Learning Efficacy
Variable Mean rank score p/r
L (n = 14) M (n = 15) H (n = 14) L & M L & H M & H
Metacognitive 17.3 18.9 30.0 1.000/-.08 .018*/-.38 .045*/-.40 
Social 16.2 21.9 27.9 .645/-.19 .035*/-.38 .551/-.20
Note. L = low group; M = moderate group; H = high group; p = p-value; r = effect 
size. *p < .05.
5. Discussion
This discussion section evaluates and interprets the implications of 
the results reported in the preceding section. The current study began 
with an intention to understand LLS use among the participants and 
its relationship to their proficiency, language learning self-efficacy, and 
self-regulated learning efficacy. First of all, as the descriptive statistics 
indicated, the participants of the study prefer memory, cognitive, and 
metacognitive strategies whereas they make less use of affective and social 
strategies. This result may mean that many participants rely on categories 
of vocabulary, etymology, translation, note-taking, and analogical inference 
strategies while using self-regulated modes of learning, such as study 
66
Akihiro Saito
planning, self-evaluation, and goal-setting in their language learning. In the 
meantime, they use affective and social strategies, such as self-praising 
and working with others, to a much lesser degree. At specific strategy 
item levels, a metacognitive strategy—paying more attention than usual in 
listening to people speaking in English (m = 3.26)—and a social strategy—
asking people to slow down or repeat what they have said (m = 3.37)—
were among the most preferred ones. These results suggest a positive, 
proactive tendency among the students as these signal their potential 
willingness and persistence in carrying through their cross-linguistic 
communication, which involves use of a foreign language, rather than 
giving it up from the beginning. The least preferred, affective strategy item 
“I write in my journal about how I feel when I am learning English” (m 
= 1.30) may mean that the students are simply not trained to do so or do 
not bother to write a diary about a particular subject, which is one among 
many others they take at the institution. At any rate, there is value in 
training the students in controlling their emotions, which form an essential 
part of socio-pragmatic competence (Dewaele, 2015). On the other hand, 
some findings contradict other studies (see Magogwe & Oliver, 2007), as 
the data indicate that there is no relationship between LLS strategy use 
frequency and language proficiency levels. One possible explanation is that 
LLS use among the participants is more uniform than diverse, due to the 
lack of opportunities to have trained themselves in using different types 
of LLS in their school career, as cross-linguistic contact is often limited in 
Japan’s English as a foreign language context. Another explanation is that 
the course grades may not have been able to differentiate appropriately 
participants according to their proficiency levels.
Meanwhile, as the correctional analysis indicated, participants with a 
higher level of language learning self-efficacy tend to have a stronger self-
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regulated learning efficacy as well. This suggests that participants who feel 
comfortable in performing a given language task also tend to be confident 
in controlling their own learning behavior in general. Other than this, 
although the correlational analysis detected a strong relationship between 
participants’ overall LLS use and their language learning self-efficacy, no 
difference was found in this respect for any strategy category. This result 
reinforces the point which has to date been voiced by some scholars and 
may be explained by the fact that because each strategy item is linked 
with a specific learning behavior, computing mean scores for each strategy 
category invites issues of psychometric integrity (Dörnyei, 2005).
In contrast, the study identified a significant difference in LLS use as 
an effect of self-regulated learning efficacy. This indicates that participants 
who perceive themselves as being able to self-regulate their learning tend 
to use metacognitive and social strategies more frequently than those who 
do not. This result resonates with the theoretical postulation that learning 
strategy use presupposes that learners are confident in their capacity 
to perform the strategies (Usher & Pajares, 2008). This means that 
epistemological mastery of learning strategies alone does not warrant an 
effective application of these strategies in a new context (Bandura, 1993). 
Specific item responses in the metacognitive and social strategies indicated 
that the students of the study tend to be persistent in their interactions 
with speakers of English (items 25, 28), and they are willing to monitor 
and improve their learning and cognizant of the worth of their effort to do 
so (items 18, 20, 21) (see Appendix D).
Implications for practice are outlined according to the findings of the 
study. Keeping a journal entry is the least preferred, affective strategy. 
Teachers should therefore encourage students to actively look for avenues 
to improve their ability to write a diary entry. Keeping a diary helps 
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students not only to manage their positive and negative emotions, such 
as motivation and anxiety (Gkonou, 2013), but also to record, go over, 
structure, and point to areas they have gone through, are learning in, or 
have neglected. It also helps to clarify students’ introspective thoughts and 
critical thinking, which otherwise would not be revealed to teachers. These 
can form an essential empirical base to help teachers to provide positive 
feedback to develop their students’ self-efficacy. This empirical base will 
also help teachers to design activities that encourage their students to 
become confident in performing language tasks successfully and using 
strategies appropriately. With a higher level of self-efficacy, learners become 
more willing to use LLS that they perceive as useful and more resilient in 
the face of obstacles and challenges.
Some limitations of the current inquiry suggest possible refinements 
for future research. Admittedly, the implications of the current study 
cannot be applied to a large population in light of its small sample. More 
merits lie in using a larger dataset in this and other respects. First, the 
number of participants ought to be increased so as to ensure a reasonable 
level of reliability of the scales. Further, rigorous assessment is necessary 
when a questionnaire is translated into another language or administered 
to participants of a different cultural group (Oxford, 2011). In this regard, 
exploratory factor analysis ought to be used to enhance the validity and 
reliability of the current study’s subscales. Finally, this cross-sectional 
study snapshotted the strategies that are preferred among the participants. 
It did not focus on the effectiveness of individual strategies employed by 
the participants. Future research should address what types of strategies 
are used and how effective they may be by resorting to qualitative and 
longitudinal methodological approaches in more context-specific situations, 
with due focus on self-regulation.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Descriptive Statistics of the SILL-ELL Scale Items (N = 43)
Strategy items m SD
Memory strategy (α = .69) 2.71 0.46
1 I use new English words in a sentence to help me learn them. 2.70 0.67
2 When I hear a new English word I think of a picture to help me 
learn the word.
3.12 0.66
3 I learn new words by thinking about when I can use them. 2.58 0.79
4 I use rhymes to help me learn new English words. 3.09 0.68
5 I use flashcards to learn new English words. 2.28 0.91
6 I act out new English words. 2.14 0.83
7 I learn new words by thinking about where I first saw them on 
the page, on the board, or on a street sign.
2.65 0.78
Cognitive strategy (α = .56) 2.91 0.57
8 I read for fun in English. 1.70 0.67
9 I first read a page of text quickly and then go back and read it 
carefully.
2.84 0.81
10 I look for words in English that are similar to those in my own 
language.
2.91 0.78
11 I break long words into small parts to figure out what they mean. 2.98 0.77
12 I make summaries of things I hear or read in English. 2.88 0.63
Compensation strategy (α = .64) 2.93 0.47
13 If I can’t think of an English word, I show what I mean with my 
hands.
3.16 0.84
14 I make up a new word if I can’t think of an English word. 3.12 0.63
15 When I read in English, I don’t look up every new word in a 
dictionary.
1.86 0.68
16 I try to guess (predict) what people will say next in English. 2.42 0.66
17 If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word that means the 
same thing.
3.02 0.56
Metacognitive strategy (α = .68) 2.97 0.47
18 I see my English mistakes and try to do better. 2.95 0.62
19 I listen well (carefully) when people speak English. 3.26 0.62
20 I look for ways to be a better student of English. 2.84 0.65
21 I think about how well I am doing in English. 2.81 0.73
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Affective strategy (α = .59) 1.90 0.55
22 I give myself a gift or a treat when I do well in English. 2.19 0.88
23 I write in my journal about how I feel when I am learning 
English.
1.30 0.51
24 I talk to people about how I feel when I am learning English. 2.21 0.77
Social strategy (α = .69) 2.75 0.49
25 If I don’t understand, I ask English speakers to slow down or say 
it again.
3.37 0.62
26 I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. 2.47 0.77
27 I practice English with other students. 2.09 0.68
28 I ask for help from English speakers. 3.07 0.67
Appendix B
Descriptive Statistics of the Overall LLS Use by Proficiency
Strategy Proficiency n m SD
Memory High 11 2.91 0.35
Moderate 15 2.60 0.51
Low 17 2.69 0.47
Cognitive High 11 3.21 0.15
Moderate 15 2.82 0.14
Low 17 2.78 0.61
Compensation High 11 3.05 0.15
Moderate 15 2.73 0.10
Low 17 3.03 0.51
Metacognitive High 11 3.15 0.10
Moderate 15 3.05 0.13
Low 17 2.76 0.45
Affective High 11 1.72 0.16
Moderate 15 1.91 0.56
Low 17 2.00 0.57
Social High 11 2.84 0.32
Moderate 15 2.72 0.48
Low 17 2.72 0.61
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Appendix C
Descriptive Statistics of the Overall LLS Use by Language Learning Self-Efficacy
Strategy Self-efficacy n m SD
Memory High 18 2.87 0.52
Moderate 11 2.59 0.42
Low 14 2.60 0.37
Cognitive High 18 3.15 0.62
Moderate 11 2.82 0.38
Low 14 2.67 0.56
Compensation High 18 3.06 0.54
Moderate 11 2.93 0.39
Low 14 2.77 0.41
Metacognitive High 18 3.14 0.46
Moderate 11 2.91 0.38
Low 14 2.79 0.50
Affective High 18 2.09 0.68
Moderate 11 1.85 0.38
Low 14 1.69 0.38
Social High 18 2.85 0.53
Moderate 11 2.75 0.43
Low 14 2.63 0.50
Appendix D
Descriptive Statistics of the Overall LLS Use by Self-Regulated Learning Efficacy
Strategy Self-regulation n m SD
Memory High 14 2.92 0.58
Moderate 15 2.66 0.39
Low 14 2.57 0.35
Cognitive High 14 3.10 0.72
Moderate 15 2.96 0.43
Low 14 2.67 0.49
Compensation High 14 3.04 0.60
Moderate 15 2.82 0.36
Low 14 2.95 0.43
Metacognitive High 14 3.27 0.41
Moderate 15 2.83 0.35
Low 14 2.80 0.51
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Affective High 14 2.00 0.81
Moderate 15 1.93 0.38
Low 14 1.76 0.36
Social High 14 2.98 0.50
Moderate 15 2.75 0.49
Low 14 2.52 0.40
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